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BeforeHOLLAND, BERGER, andJACOBS, Justices
ORDER

This 18" day of June 2012, upon consideration of the SapeEiourt's
opinion on remand, the appellant’'s supplemental arandum, and the record on
appeal’ it appears to the Court that:

(1) The appellant, Steven McLeod, filed this appieam a Superior
Court judgment dismissing his complaint on the gubthat it was barred by the
applicable statute of limitations. In his openimgef on appeal, McLeod argued
that the Superior Court erred in dismissing his plant because the statute of
limitations had been tolled. After consideratiome remanded the matter for

consideration of the merits of McLeod'’s equitaldiing argument.

! The appellee did not file an answering brief gplamental memorandum. Accordingly, the Clerktaf Court
informed the parties that the appeal would be atioh the basis of the opening supplemental merdararand
the record below.



(2) The Superior Court issued its opinion on rethan February 6, 2012.
Following a thoughtful and comprehensive reviewthed law, the Superior Court
determined that the statute of limitations shoutdelguitably tolled in McLeod'’s
case and that his cause of action should be pedritgo forward. We agree with
the Superior Court’s legal conclusfoiat the statute of limitations was equitably
tolled under the circumstances of this case.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Superiou@s June 7,
2011 order dismissing McLeod’s complaint as balbygdhe statute of limitations
Is hereby VACATED. The Superior Court is directedeinstate McLeod’s cause
of action pursuant to its February 6, 2012 opincanremand, which is hereby
AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Carolyn Berger
Justice

2 McLeod argues that the Superior Court’s decisianremand contains erroneous factual findings. \Wenak
address these claims because they are not rel@vtng outcome of this appeal.
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